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Abstract 
The current study reported on the initial construction of a roasting measure.	  Roasting (a 
Black oral tradition) is a form of teasing that can be defined as making fun of someone in 
dyads or in groups of three or more people using clever metaphors (Foster, 1974; 
Smitherman, 1977, 2000). Although bullying is receiving much attention in news and 
scholarship, what is largely overlooked among developmental scholars that might provide 
insight into the bullying behavior of school-age youth is roasting. Roasting and verbal 
bullying are not identical, but the possibility of internalizing and externalizing problems 
having statistically significant associations with roasting, along with roasting possibly 
being an omitted variable in extant bully studies, skewing verbal bullying prevalence 
rates among adolescents, justifies the development of a roasting measure. Using items in 
an exploratory factor analysis that only loaded in interpretable Mokken scale analysis 
subscales yielded 5 roasting subscales. Internal consistency and construct validity 
supported the use and development of this measure. Implications for bully research, 
prevention and intervention programs, teacher education, and school policy are discussed. 
Keywords: roasting, ritual insults, playing the dozens, verbal bullying, social anxiety, 
depression 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Roasting (a Black oral tradition) is a form of teasing that can be defined as 
making fun of someone in dyads or in groups of three or more people using clever 
metaphors (Foster, 1974; Smitherman, 1977, 2000). Although bullying is receiving much 
attention in news and scholarship, what is largely overlooked among developmental 
scholars that might provide insight into the bullying behavior of school-age youth is 
roasting. Today, many people view roasting as simply a fun, harmless activity that has no 
association to bullying, and for that reason it is unaddressed in anti-bullying education. 
Indeed, this activity is usually framed as a game, so the jokes are not supposed to be 
taken seriously (Garner, 1983; Lefever, 1981; Smitherman, 1977, 2000). Still, roasting 
draws many conceptual similarities to bullying as it is marked by aggression (Berdie, 
1947; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2014; Dollard, 1939; Garner, 1983; 
Golightly & Scheffler, 1948; Smitherman, 1977, 2000), repeated over time (Berdie, 1947; 
Garner, 1983; Salmivalli & Peets, 2009), can include a power imbalance (Brown, 1974; 
Foster, 1974; Mitchell-Kernan, 1971; Ybarra, Espelage, & Mitchell, 2014), can humiliate 
victims (Garner, 1983; Hawker and Boulton, 2000; Kochman, 1969), involves gaining 
status (Anderson, 1999; Dollard, 1939; Gerrig & Gibbs, 1988; Lefever, 1981; Salmivalli 
& Peets, 2009), includes bystanders (Abrahams, 1990; Dollard, 1939; Espelage, Green, & 
Polanin, 2011; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004), includes personalized attacks (Kochman, 
1983; Labov, 1972; Smith and Sharp, 1994), and can escalate to physical aggression 
(Ayoub & Barnett, 1965; Cole, 1974; Foster, 1974; Lefever, 1981; Schwartz, 2000). To 
this end, the possibility of internalizing and externalizing problems having statistically 
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significant associations with roasting justifies the development of a roasting measure for 
adolescents. 
The primary purpose of the current study was to begin construction of the first 
roasting measure in order to allow investigators to further examine this popular yet 
understudied phenomenon, and also account for roasting in verbal bullying studies.	  Using 
roasting items that only loaded in a Mokken scale analysis, an exploratory factor analysis 
was conducted. The internal consistency and construct validity of the emergent subscales 
were then assessed. It was hypothesized that (a) the emergent roasting subscales would 
demonstrate high internal consistencies, and (b) there would be significant associations 
among the emergent roasting subscales with outside scales measuring internalizing and 
externalizing problems. That is, verbal bullying is associated with social anxiety and 
depression (Hawker & Boulton, 2000). Therefore, if roasting is associated with verbal 
bullying, it is likely that it is also associated with social anxiety and depression. To that 
end, it was hypothesized that there would be significant positive associations among 
emergent subscales in support of roasting with verbal bully perpetration (University of 
Illinois Bully Scale; Espelage & Holt, 2001), and significant positive associations among 
emergent subscales unsupportive of roasting with verbal bully victimization (University 
of Illinois Victimization Scale; Espelage & Holt, 2001), social anxiety (Revised Social 
Anxiety Scale for Adolescents; Myers, Stein, & Aarons, 2002), and depression (Orpinas 
Modified Depression Scale; Orpinas, 1993). Finally, given that roasting is a Black oral 
tradition in which males usually participate (Garner, 1983; Lefever, 1981; Smitherman, 
1977), it was also hypothesized that there would be significant race and gender 
differences among the current sample. 
	   3 
Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
Roasting is popular among adolescents (Rivers & Espelage, 2013; Smitherman, 
1977, 2000). Boys and girls of various income levels participate in the activity (Ayoub & 
Barnett, 1965; Bronner, 1978; Foster, 1974; Labov, 1972; Levefer, 1981; Rivers & 
Espelage, 2013), although it is usually Black males who participate (Garner, 1983; 
Lefever, 1981; Smitherman, 1977). Roasting also transcends cultures, with forms of it 
found in ancient Rome, Greece, and Germany (Foster, 1974). Similarly, Rivers & 
Espelage (2013) found a prevalence rate of 73.5% for roasting among a racially diverse 
sample of urban middle school students. Still, while the roasting literature dates as far 
back as 1939, it remains largely understudied, especially in Developmental Psychology, 
with very little scholarship conducted after year 2000. Further, there is little quantitative 
data on this activity both in general and within a school context. So little is known about 
roasting within contemporary school environments, such as student attitudes towards 
roasting and its impact on youth individually. What is known derives mainly from 
qualitative and anecdotal evidence.  
The main intent of the first ritual insults in America was for Black slave parents to 
teach their children self-control in order to help them survive in a hostile and racist 
society (Levine, 1977 as cited in Lefever, 1981). More recently, roasting has also served 
a survival purpose in the sense of helping individuals avoid physical aggression through a 
sharp command of language and verbal humor (Garner, 1983; Percelay, Dweck, & Ivey, 
1995; Smitherman, 1977, 2000). Other reasons scholars note why some individuals 
choose to roast include entertainment (Berdie, 1947; Garner, 1983; Lefever, 1981; 
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Smitherman, 1977, 2000), competition (Brown, 1974), stress relief (Smitherman, 2000), 
build verbal and literacy skills (Brown, 1974; Delain, Pearson, & Anderson, 1985; 
Garner, 1983; Heath, 1989; Lefever, 1981; Mitchell-Kernan, 1971; Morgan, 1994), and it 
is a way to release anger and frustration (Smitherman, 2000). Similarly, Foster (1974) 
found roasting to be an accepted Black masculine way to relieve anxiety. 
The intent of the jokes is usually not to be hurtful (Garner, 1983; Lefever, 1981; 
Smitherman, 2000), although this can be the case (Brown, 1974). For instance, Hubert 
“Rap” Brown (1974), former leader of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee 
(SNCC), stated that “The real aim of the dozens was to get a dude so mad that he’d cry or 
get mad enough to fight” (p. 206). In other words, the intent behind a roasting session 
(i.e., when two or more people roast each other in competition) can be to humiliate 
someone. 
Verbal bullying is referred to as teasing or making fun of others in a mean way 
that humiliates the recipient (Olweus, 2010). Those involved in verbal bullying can be 
characterized either as perpetrators, perpetrator-victims, or victims (Salmivalli & Peets, 
2009). Perpetrators carry out repeated, unwanted verbally aggressive behavior towards 
weaker individuals that is intended to cause harm. Perpetrator-victims initiate and receive 
repeated, unwanted verbally aggressive behavior to and from weaker and stronger 
individuals respectively that is intended to cause harm. Finally, victims receive repeated, 
unwanted verbally aggressive behavior from stronger individuals that is intended to cause 
harm. Verbal bullying is common among adolescents. For example, Wang and colleagues 
(2009) found among a nationally representative sample of students (grades 6 through 10) 
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that over half (53.6%) was involved in verbal bullying either as perpetrators, perpetrator-
victims, or victims during the past two months. 
Social anxiety refers to the consistent fear of being negatively evaluated or judged 
by others in social interactions or public performances, which frequently leads to 
avoidance behaviors (McNeil, 2010; Storch, Brassard, & Masia-Warner, 2003). Social 
anxiety is also common among adolescents. For example, in a longitudinal sample of 
adolescents and young adults (ages 14-24), Wittchen, Stein, and Kessler (1999) found 
prevalence rates of 9.5% in females and 4.9% in males (Detweiler, Comer, & Albano, 
2010). 
The behavioral theory of conditioning helps explain the etiology of social anxiety 
in adolescents (Detweiler, et al., 2010; McNeil, Lejuez, & Sorrell, 2010). Conditioning is 
the process in which a formerly neutral stimulus comes to arouse a particular response in 
an individual after that neutral stimulus is paired over time with a different stimulus that 
usually arouses the aforementioned response (Conditioning, n.d.). For example, if an 
adolescent is verbally bullied when he becomes the center of attention (neutral stimulus), 
he may develop a fear response to being the center of attention when verbal bully 
victimization is what initially aroused a fear response in him. In other words, he becomes 
socially anxious when he is the center of attention due to associating center of attention 
with verbal bully victimization. Conditioning episodes that arouse negative feelings have 
been conceptualized to help lead to social anxiety (Detweiler et al., 2010). Bullying, in 
particular, can arouse social evaluation concerns due to its focus on humiliating the 
victim (Detweiler et al., 2010). This humiliating aspect of bullying can further social 
anxiety concerns if the individual blames himself for being bullied. Additionally, 
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repeated traumatic experiences brought about by friends “can teach children that the 
social environment is a potentially dangerous place and best avoided” (Detweiler et al., 
2010, p. 241). Finally, indirect conditioning, in which a person is conditioned to behave a 
certain way due to witnessing or hearing of other individuals who experienced social 
trauma, can also lead to social anxiety (McNeil et al., 2010). 
Depression refers to extreme despondency and dejection that lasts for a period of 
time and often coupled with thoughts of hopelessness and feeling unimportant 
(Dictionary, 2011). Prevalence rates for depression among adolescents (aged 12 through 
17) are 8% for females and 5% for males (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 
2012). These rates also increase drastically from early to late adolescence (Hankin et al., 
2009). 
Beck’s Cognitive Theory of Depression helps explain the etiology of depression 
in adolescents (Allen, 2003; Hankin et al., 2009). This theory asserts that dysfunctional 
beliefs are created by certain early experiences, and these dysfunctional beliefs lead to 
negative beliefs of self, which lead to depression (Allen, 2003). For example, if a girl is 
verbally bullied throughout her adolescent years about her complexion, appearance, and 
academic ability (i.e., she is repeatedly called “blackie,” ugly, and dumb), this trauma 
might create dysfunctional beliefs that lead to her internalizing these negative messages, 
eventually leading to depression. 
Research findings are mixed regarding the association among bully perpetration, 
anxiety, and depression. For example, Kaltiala-Heino and colleagues (2000) found 
among a sample of Finnish adolescents (mean age 15) that anxiety and depression were 
equally common among bully perpetrators as it was among victims. In fact, perpetrators 
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had more mental health problems than victims. Similarly, Yen and colleagues (2013) 
found among a sample of Taiwanese adolescents (ages 11-18) that perpetrators exhibited 
more social anxiety than non-perpetrators. However, in a sample of 133 Midwestern 
middle school students (mean age 11.52), perpetrators had the lowest level of anxiety 
compared to perpetrator-victims, victims, and uninvolved students (Swearer, Song, Cary, 
Eagle, & Mickelson, 2001). But perpetrators in this sample were also more likely to be 
depressed compared to victims and uninvolved students. Still, more research is needed to 
support the findings in this latter study, given its small sample size. 
Although there is some variation in research findings regarding the association 
between perpetrator-victims, anxiety, and depression, findings are more consistent in that 
perpetrator-victims usually report high levels of anxiety and depression (Baldry, 2004; 
Espelage, Low, & De La Rue, 2012; Marini, Dane, Bosacki, & Cura, 2006; O’Brennan, 
Bradshaw, & Sawyer, 2009; Yen et al., 2013). For example, Yen and colleagues (2013) 
found that perpetrator-victims of verbal bullying showed the most physical signs of 
anxiety. This association was also more significant in girls than boys. Further, age 
moderated the effects between victims of verbal bullying and social anxiety. Similarly, 
O’Brennan, Bradshaw, and Sawyer (2009) found in a sample of 24, 345 students (Grades 
4–12) in the Maryland public school district that perpetrator-victims not only reported 
high levels of anxiety and depression, but these associations increased as students got 
older, with high school perpetrator-victims being at the greatest risk for anxiety and 
depression.  Finally, Espelage and colleagues (2012) found that students who were 
polyvictims (e.g., experience multiple forms of victimization) among 992 early 
adolescents reported greater depression. 
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Research findings are also consistent regarding the association between victims, 
anxiety, and depression (Bond, Carlin, Thomas, Rubin, & Patton, 2001; Hawker & 
Boulton, 2000; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Rantana, & Rimpela, 2000; McCabe, Antony, 
Summerfeldt, Liss, & Swinson, 2003; O’Brennan et al., 2009; Yen et al., 2013). For 
example, Hawker and Boulton (2000) found in a meta-analysis examining the association 
between peer victimization and psychosocial adjustment that victims are partly 
characterized by general and social anxiety. Findings also revealed that victimization was 
mostly associated with depression. In a longitudinal study of 8th and 9th grade students 
in Victoria, Australia, Bond and colleagues (2001) found victimization to be significantly 
associated with self-reported symptoms of anxiety and depression. Further, girls with a 
history of victimization were particularly at risk for anxiety and depression. In addition, 
Yen and colleagues (2013) found an association between being a victim of verbal 
bullying and social anxiety. Similarly, Kaltiala-Heino and colleagues (2000) found a 
positive association between being a victim of bullying, anxiety, and depression. 
Although not identical to verbal bullying due to varying intent, roasting is 
conceptually similar to verbal bullying in that both (a) are marked by aggression, (b) are 
repeated over time, (c) include a power imbalance, (d) can humiliate victims, (e) involve 
gaining status, (f) includes bystanders, (g) include personalized attacks, and (h) can 
escalate to physical aggression. Given these similarities, convergent validity was assessed 
in the current study through correlation analysis among emergent roasting subscales and 
verbal bullying, social anxiety, and depression. Divergent validity was assessed through 
roasting subscale intercorrelations, along with an examination of race and gender 
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differences. Below each of the aforementioned similarities to verbal bullying are 
discussed in some detail. 
Marked by aggression. Bullying, as defined by the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC) (2014), is  
any unwanted aggressive behavior(s) by another youth or group of youths who are 
not siblings or current dating partners that involves an observed or perceived 
power imbalance and is repeated multiple times or is highly likely to be repeated. 
[It may] inflict harm or distress on the targeted youth.  
This definition is key because many people do not view teasing as a form of bullying or 
potentially hurtful, despite findings that show teasing to be associated with high levels of 
distress among recipients (Espelage & Asidao, 2001).  
Roasting is also marked by aggression (Berdie, 1947; Dollard, 1939; Foster, 1974; 
Garner, 1983; Golightly & Scheffler, 1948; Smitherman, 1977, 2000). Further, although 
participants mainly talk about victims to their face, rumors and gossip (i.e., indirect 
aggression or bullying) do play a part in the teasing also. In one account, Dollard (1939) 
speaks about a boy named Steve who was accused by his peer group of committing 
homosexual acts in order to receive extra food at camp. Dollard continues that the other 
boys did not know if the acts were true, suggesting that it was probably just “malicious 
gossip” (p. 282); either way, the rumor provided a solid foundation for attacking Steve. 
The explanation Dollard gives is that, when roasting, “it is good technique to attack the 
other person at his weak point, if that be found” (p. 282). 
Repeated over time. A key trait of bullying is that it is repeated over time 
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2014; Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). In 
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roasting, some people obtain reputations as being especially vulnerable to harassment and 
are usually favored as targets (Berdie, 1947). The aforementioned point given about 
Steve is one illustration—his peer group, who used the rumor as ammunition against him, 
repeatedly attacked him. Garner’s (1983) study also illustrates the trait of repetition 
within roasting. An older informant recalls hearing of a childhood friend who got into a 
fight over some words and was sent to the hospital as a result. After hearing of this, the 
informant responded: “That’s the same Q who smiled at us years ago and never got upset 
when we talked about his mother. And you know how bad we stayed on his case” (p. 53; 
italics added). 
Power imbalance. Another key trait of bullying is the differences in power 
between perpetrator and victim, where it is hard for victims to defend themselves against 
their perpetrators (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2014; Ybarra et al., 2014). 
Brown (1974) alluded to a power imbalance in a roasting context when describing how 
individuals who could not verbally defend themselves when roasted were subsequently 
humiliated (Dollard, 1939; Foster, 1974; Mitchell-Kernan, 1971). This suggests that there 
are individuals who are more skilled at roasting than others, implying a power imbalance.  
Humiliates victim. Verbal bullying is often characterized as teasing or making 
fun of others in a mean way that humiliates the recipient (Olweus, 2010). Similarly, it is 
not abnormal for an individual to feel humiliated after being roasted (Kochman, 1969). 
Brown (1974) discussed the humiliating aspect of ritual insults in his autobiography: 
In many ways . . . the dozens is a mean game . . . It was a bad scene for the dude 
that was getting humiliated . . . [F]or dudes who couldn’t [verbally defend 
themselves], it was like they were humiliated because they were born black and 
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they turned around and got humiliated by their own people, which was really all 
they had left. But that’s the way it is. Those that feel most humiliated humiliate 
others. (p. 205-206) 
The design of roasting is such that participants become unsettled and feel anxious 
(Garner, 1983). Bystanders can also humiliate victims (Abrahams, 1990; Dollard, 1939). 
It is also not unusual for a roasting victim who cannot think of a response to instead 
respond with physical aggression (Dollard, 1939). 
Gain status. Bullying can be used to gain social status among peers at large and 
within one’s own peer group (Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). Similarly, one way Black boys 
can gain status is through being skilled at roasting (Anderson, 1999; Dollard, 1939; 
Gerrig & Gibbs, 1988), as high verbal skills are greatly respected in Black culture: 
Within the expressive life-style, one available way to be socially rewarded and to 
attain a high-status position is to develop an outstanding language ability. And 
since the good use of language is so highly honored, language becomes the 
foundation for ritualized behavior. (Lefever, 1981, p. 85) 
However, status can be lost in a roasting context if, for instance, a person fails to 
respond to a challenger (Mitchell-Kernan, 1971). By putting someone down through 
roasting, one gains both status within the peer group and power over the person he or she 
roasted (Folb, 1980; Foster, 1974). Keltner, Gruenfeld, and Anderson (2003) define 
power as “an individual’s relative capacity to modify others’ states by . . . administering 
punishments” (p. 265, as cited in Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). In Black culture, words are 
typically instruments used to gain this power (Folb, 1980; Garner 1983). 
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Bystanders. Scholars report how bullying is influenced and even perpetuated 
through bystanders (i.e., onlookers who directly assist or stand by idly during a bullying 
episode; Espelage, Green, & Polanin, 2011; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). In the same 
way, bystanders in a roasting context have tremendous influence on its outcome as they 
can arouse the emotions of participants to the point of much anger through their 
instigation and laughter (Dollard, 1939). The following vignette is one example:  
Joe: Nigger, if I was as ugly as you I would kill myself. 
James: You ain’t so hot yourself. Your hair looks like a wire fence. 
Joe: Your paw’s hair look like a wire fence, nigger. 
James: You are my paw. 
Joe: If I am your paw I must have done it to your maw. 
Onlookers: Oh, oh! He told you about your maw. I would not take that if I was 
you. Go ahead and tell him something back. (The dialogue becomes increasingly 
offensive and insults are tossed back and forth on the themes of illegitimacy and 
incest. More laughter from the onlookers, and then:) Why don’t you two fight and 
get it over with? Hit him, Joe. If you don’t hit him, James, you are a sissy. (They 
push the two boys and as a result a fight ensues). (Dollard, 1939, p. 284) 
Personalized attacks. Smith and Sharp (1994) describe bullying as when one 
student says unpleasant things to another student. Dollard (1939) asserts that the aim of 
roasting is to bring up issues unpleasant to the other person. Though one stated rule of 
roasting is to stay away from that which is an “accurate statement of reality” 
(Smitherman, 1977, p. 133), the activity definitely includes personalized attacks against 
targets (Kochman, 1983) not in the expected exaggerated form (Smitherman, 2000). 
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Labov (1972) also points out that people do deviate from the rules; that is, it is likely for 
people to throw personal insults. Dollard gave examples of personalized attacks as he 
observed boys amongst each other, “jeer[ing] at everything from one’s inferiority at 
checkers to another’s withered leg and T.B.” (p. 283). And there are consequences for 
breaking the rules, as is sometimes seen in the physically aggressive response of victims. 
Escalate to physical aggression. In a bullying context, there are two types of 
victims: nonaggressive (passive) and aggressive (proactive) (Olweus, 1978; Perry, Kusel, 
& Perry, 1988). Aggressive victims (i.e., perpetrator-victims) tend to be anxious, short-
tempered, undisciplined, and assertive (Schwartz, 2000). They sometimes respond to 
victimization by fighting the perpetrator.  
In a roasting context, aggressive victims also sometimes respond to roasting 
victimization by fighting the roasting perpetrator. For example, Foster (1974) found that 
most fights at an urban high school were due to roasting. In a situation involving two 
girls, a fight took place after one roasted the other about her shoes. Ayoub and Barnett 
(1965) found, however, that fighting tends to happen among individuals who already do 
not like each other. To this end, where there is no former hostility, fighting is unlikely to 
occur. But roasting can also escalate to physical aggression among friends, if the insults 
are too upsetting (Lefever, 1981). 	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Chapter 3 
Item Development and Expected Constructs  
Items for the roasting survey used in this study were developed through focus 
group discussions with 12 Black males from an urban middle school, the extant roasting 
literature, the lived experiences of a colleague and myself, and pilot work with 336 high 
school students.	  Items were oriented to constructs of roasting frequency, perception, 
motivation, outcome, and parallels with verbal bullying.	  
The development of the initial items were based on focus group discussions with 
12 seventh and eighth grade Black males (Mage = 13, age range: 12-14 years) from an 
urban middle school about their experiences and perceptions of roasting, along with their 
motivations to engage in it or not, and its similarities and differences with bullying. 
Reasons students gave for why they roast were because it is fun, for competitive reasons, 
to gain status, for survival purposes, to develop verbal skills and thick skin, because 
someone does or says something that merits being roasted, to relieve stress, and to 
express anger. Reasons other students gave for why they do not roast were because it is 
not fun, it can hurt other students’ feelings or lower students’ self-esteem, people’s 
intention may be playful but those being roasted may perceive it as mean, and it disrupts 
classroom learning. In regards to roasting and bullying, this sample reported that roasting 
can be viewed as bullying when the individual being roasted does not want to be roasted 
but is teased anyway, and when the teasing is repeated over time. They also reported that 
roasting involves personalized attacks, and causes most of the fights at their school. 
However, this sample distinguished roasting from bullying in that the intent is not always 
to be hurtful. Findings from these focus group discussions, along with a review of the 
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extant roasting literature and the lived experiences of a colleague and myself, a total of 
153 items were generated. Efforts were made to make sure the items were clear and 
easily understandable to adolescents. 	  
Pilot work was conducted using these items on 336 students from a Midwestern 
high school (47.8% = 15 years; 51.2% = 9th grade; Black = 25.8%; Males n = 151). 
Eighty-nine of these students also participated in the current study. Feedback from this 
work revealed that the survey was too long. Therefore, redundant items were removed 
along with items that were only useful for descriptive statistics. In turn, several items 
were also added that oriented to constructs of power imbalance in a roasting context, 
unwanted roasting, and roasting being repeated over time. In all, 51 items made up the 
final survey. Based on the focus groups and pilot work, constructs that are expected to 
emerge in the current study are supportive of roasting, non-supportive of roasting, 
roasting frequency, roasting perceptions, roasting motivations (i.e., roast for 
entertainment and competitive reasons), roasting outcomes, playful intent, malintent, 
repeated over time, unwanted roasting, and status from roasting. 
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Chapter 4 
Methods 
Sample and Procedures  
 Data collection took place in December 2014. Participants were originally 419 
students from a public Midwestern high school. However, 23 surveys were removed 
during the data entry process due to students not taking the survey seriously, as evidenced 
by large incompletions or certain pattern designs (e.g., filling out the survey using zig-zag 
or straight-line patterns). After these surveys were removed, the resulting sample was 396 
high school students (42.9% = 15 years; 52.2% = 9th grade; Males n = 192; 27% reported 
earning “Mostly A’s (90-100)” and 33.6% reported earning “Mostly A’s & B’s (85-90)). 
More than half of the participants were White (n = 202; 51.3%), 121 were Black (31.7%), 
68 were Asians (17.3%), 34 were Hispanic (8.6%), 7 were Pacific Islander (1.8%), and 5 
were American Indian or Alaska Native (1.3%). Two students did not report their race. 
The aim was to survey the entire ninth and tenth grade student body at this school. 
According to the principal of the school, there were about 700 total ninth and tenth 
graders during the time of data collection. However, despite a larger Asian sample than 
present in the school’s population (9.8% in school’s population), the achieved sample did 
not differ greatly from the target population (Illinois Report Card, 2014). Participants 
were gained through waiver of active consent from parent information letters. In addition, 
participant assent was obtained through student signatures on the cover letter of the 
survey before beginning the study. 	  
Participants were surveyed during the school’s lunch hour study halls. There were 
a total of 10 study halls that lasted between 10:48am to 12:36pm for 23 minutes each 
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(approximately 20 students were in each study hall). Three graduate students and three 
trained undergraduate students administered the surveys to separate study halls. The 
survey proctors told the participants that the purpose of the survey was to understand 
what high school students think about roasting and what its role was in school. After 
obtaining assent, the participants were allowed to complete the survey on their own. In 
order to ensure confidentiality, the survey proctors ensured that students remained seated, 
did not converse with each other, and did not look at each other’s answers. Due to time 
constraints and fatigue, some of the participants did not complete the depression measure. 
I note the differences in n for the analyses within the tables. Overall, data collection 
adhered to the standards set by the university’s Institutional Review Board. 
Instruments 
Roasting Survey. For the 51-item self-report survey, roasting was defined as 
“Talking about someone in a group of three or more people through clever insults (For 
example, someone saying to another person ‘You have a Quaker Oatmeal box head’ or 
‘Your momma is shaped like a pound cake’).” Participants who were unfamiliar with 
roasting were prompted to skip the roasting items. Response options included both 
frequency alternatives (i.e., “never,” “1 or 2 times,” “3 to 5 times,” “6 to 9 times,” and 
“10 or more times”) and Likert-type (i.e., “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” 
“strongly agree”). Note that the current sample referred to roasting as “flaming” 
(Percelay, Dweck, & Ivey, 1995; Smitherman, 2000). Therefore, roasting was also 
referred to as flaming in the survey to facilitate data collection.  
University of Illinois Bully Scale. Five items from the 9-item Illinois Bully Scale 
(Espelage & Holt, 2001) were used to measure verbal bully perpetration. Students were 
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asked in the past 30 days how often they teased others in a mean way both individually 
and while in a group, upset other students for fun, started conflicts, and helped harass 
others. It is important to note that the items that involved teasing were modified for this 
study in order to distinguish between playful teasing and hurtful teasing (e.g., “I teased 
other students in a mean way” (Italics added); Olweus, 2010). The construct validity of 
the Illinois Bully Scale has been supported via exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis (Espelage & Holt, 2001). A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .87 was found for 
the developmental sample and the Bully Scale associated .65 with the Youth Self-Report 
Aggression Scale (Achenbach, 1991), and it was not significantly associated with the 
Victimization Scale (r = .12). The scale consistently emerges as distinct from physical 
aggression scales (Espelage & Holt, 2001; Espelage, Holt, & Henkel, 2003). A 
Conbach’s alpha coefficient of .80 was found for the current sample. 
University of Illinois Victimization Scale. Three items from the 4-item Illinois 
Victimization Scale (Espelage & Holt, 2001) were used to measure verbal bully 
victimization. Students were asked how often the following things have happened to 
them in the past 30 days: “Other students called me names”; “Other students made fun of 
me in a mean way”; and “Other students picked on me.” It is important to note that one 
item was changed in this scale also, in order to distinguish between playful teasing and 
hurtful teasing. Response options included “Never”, “1 or 2 times”, “3 or 4 times”, “5 or 
6 times”, and “7 or more times.” Factor loadings in the developmental sample for the 
non-modified items ranged from .55 through .92 for these items, which accounted for 6% 
of the variance in the factor analysis. A Conbach’s alpha coefficient of .87 of the 
modified items was found for the current sample. 
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Revised Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents. The revised SAS-A was used to 
measure social anxiety (Myers, Stein, & Aarons, 2002). Students were asked questions to 
identify fear of negative evaluation (FNER), novel social situation fears (NSSF), and 
general social situation fears (GSSF). Response options were Likert-type (i.e., “strongly 
disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” “strongly agree”). The construct and concurrent validity 
of the revised SAS-A was supported by exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis 
(Myers et al., 2002). Factor loadings in the developmental study for the revised SAS-A 
ranged from .63 to .83 and the factors accounted for 67% of the variance. For the FNER 
subscale, a Conbach’s alpha coefficient of .90 was found for the current sample. For the 
NSSF subscale, a Conbach’s alpha coefficient of .89 was found for the current sample. 
For the GSSF subscale, a Conbach’s alpha coefficient of .66 was found for the current 
sample. 
Orpinas Modified Depression Scale. This 9-item scale (Orpinas, 1993) asks 
adolescents to indicate how often they felt or acted certain ways in the previous 30 days. 
Examples include: “Did you feel happy”, and “Did you feel hopeless about your future”. 
Responses are recorded on a Likert scale with options ranging from 1 (Never) through 5 
(Almost Always). Scores are calculated by summing all responses, with a possible range 
of 6 to 30, with higher scores indicating more depressive symptoms. The Modified 
Depression Scale has demonstrated good internal consistency (α = .74) when 
administered to adolescents aged 10 to 18 (Orpinas, 1993). For the current sample, this 
scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .87. 
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Data Analysis	  
Two procedures were chosen to begin construction of a roasting measure: (a) 
Mokken scale analysis (MSA), and (b) exploratory factor analysis (EFA). MSA is a 
scaling procedure that belongs to the non-parametric item response theory (NIRT) 
statistical models (Stochl, Jones, & Croudace, 2012; van der Ark, 2007). It allows for 
more items to be retained in potential subscales due to relaxing the assumption of an item 
to fit the functional form of the item regression model (Stochl et al., 2012). MSA also 
considers the item response values to account for latent traits within subscales. The MSA 
for the current study was conducted in R using the package “mokken.” Due to the 
inability of MSA to analyze missing values (van der Ark, 2007), only completed cases in 
the original dataset were used (n = 242). But because the sample was below 250, the 
minimum violation of the assumption of monotonicity was increased to .32 (Stochl et al., 
2012). Also, the minimum size of the restscore group was set to 80 based on the formula 
suggested by Stochl and colleagues (2007) for smaller samples. Model fit for the MSA 
was assessed through examining the assumption of unidimensionality, the assumption of 
monotonicity, and the assumption of invariant item ordering (IIO) (See Stochl et al., 
2012). Only the items that loaded in interpretable MSA subscales were used in the EFA.  
Before conducting the EFA, a Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) 
Test was conducted in order to test the hypothesis that the missingness in the dataset was 
MCAR. Note that the MCAR mechanism refers to missingness that is completely 
unrelated to the data (Enders, 2010). The results of the test were not significant (p = .70), 
revealing that missingness for the current dataset was MCAR (how2stats, 2011). 
Therefore, multiple imputation (MI) was used to address the missing data, which is 
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considered a “state of the art” technique for handling missing data given its ability to 
increase the accuracy and the power of the analysis in comparison to other missing data 
techniques (Enders, 2010). MI creates different copies of the original data and fills in (or 
imputes) the missing values using a regression-based algorithm (Enders, 2010). The 
sequential regression imputation in SPSS version 22 was used here to create five imputed 
datasets (Enders, 2010; Starkweather & Herrington, 2014). The EFA was then conducted 
in SPSS version 22 using a pooled MI dataset, a maximum likelihood extraction, and 
Varimax rotation. This rotation procedure was chosen because the items were created to 
tap separate domains of roasting. Subscales were chosen based on percentage of 
explained variance, eigenvalues, and interpretability (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
Convergent validity was assessed through correlation analysis between the subscales that 
emerged and the Illinois Bully and Victimization scales, the revised SAS-A, and the 
Orpinas Modified Depression Scale. Divergent validity was assessed through correlation 
analysis between the subscales that emerged, along with examination of race and gender 
differences. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a follow-up analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) were conducted to help determine divergent validity. Individual race 
categories and gender acted as independent variables and the emergent roasting subscales 
acted as dependent variables. To prevent Type I error in the ANOVA, a Bonferroni 
procedure was used to arrive at an adjusted alpha of .025 (Horn, 2008; Mertler & 
Vannatta, 2013). In regards to a final measure, the subscales that loaded in the EFA were 
retained due to their superior interpretability compared to the emergent subscales in the 
MSA. 
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Chapter 5 
Results 
 Mokken Scale Analysis 
Given the MCAR mechanism of the current dataset, the traditional method for 
dealing with missing data of listwise deletion was chosen to conduct the MSA, as MSA 
does not allow missing values (van der Ark, 2007), and listwise deletion does not lead to 
bias when the data is MCAR (Enders, 2010).  
Assumption of unidimensionality. The assumption of unidimensionality refers 
to every item in a particular subscale measuring the same latent trait (Stochl et al., 2012). 
Scalability coefficients refer to an index of homogeneity that is used to assess 
unidimensionality. If the scalability coefficient in a particular subscale (H) is <0.3, the 
subscale is not thought to be unidimensional. The strength of subscales are as follows: (a) 
0.3< H <0.4 equals weak; (b) 0.4< H <0.5 equals medium; (c) H >0.5 equals strong.  
Assessment of unidimensionality in the current study revealed two, interpretable 
subscales. The items for these subscales, along with their scalability coefficients (Hi), are 
presented in Table 1. (The Hi coefficients for the items in the initial MSA are presented 
in Table 2). The first subscale included 21 items, scalability coefficients for these items 
ranged from .48 to .91, and the first subscale demonstrated good internal consistency (α = 
.94). It describes individuals who think roasting is a fun activity, enjoy roasting other 
people, engage in it at a high rate, are skilled at the activity, and have gained status at 
school from roasting. However, these individuals also roast people who do not want to be 
roasted, roast others who are not as good at them at roasting, and continue to roast people 
who do not want to be roasted. In addition, others are scared of these individuals because 
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they know how to roast. In contrast, the second subscale included 3 items. Scalability 
coefficients for these items ranged from .77 to 1.0. But the second subscale also 
demonstrated good internal consistency (α = .73). It describes individuals who do not 
want to be roasted and try to avoid being roasted.  
Assumption of monotonicity. The assumption of monotonicity refers to the 
relationship between a latent trait and a particular response (Stochl et al., 2012). That is, 
as the strength of a latent trait increases, the probability of a particular response also 
increases. Assessment of monotonocity is presented in Table 3. After all the original 
items that did violate monotonicity were removed, results indicated that there were no 
more nonsignificant (#vi) or significant (#zsig) violations of monotonicity among the 
remaining items in the two subscales. 
Assumption of invariant item ordering (IIO). The assumption of invariant item 
ordering (IIO) means that, regardless of the latent trait, items possess the same 
“difficulty” ordering (Stochl et al., 2012). Scales with IIO allows researchers to order 
items according to their difficulty (or facility). Assessment of IIO are presented in Table 
4 and Table 5. After all the original items that violated IIO were removed, results 
indicated that the remaining items did not violate IIO. For the final subset of items, the 
HT coefficient equaled .34. 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the 24 roasting items that 
loaded in interpretable MSA subscales, using maximum likelihood extraction in SPSS 
with an orthogonal rotation (Varimax). Factor loadings of .40 or greater were retained 
with the exception of cross-loadings (see Table 6). Items with cross-loadings of .40 or 
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higher on multiple factors were removed from the analysis completely. Using percentage 
of explained variance, eigenvalues, and interpretability of the factors helped to justify 
retaining five factors that emerged: (a) Roasting Proponent, (b) Roasting Frequency, (c) 
Roasting Perpetrator, (d) Status from Roasting, and (e) Roasting Avoidance. Coupled 
with pooling the MI datasets, four items were removed based on these criteria. Taken 
together the emergent factors accounted for 59.85% of the explained variance. Each of 
the factor scores was normally distributed (see Table 7 for skewness and kurtosis). 
Roasting proponent. The items in this factor describe individuals who support 
roasting. They think it is a fun game everyone should play, and they enjoy being around 
individuals who are known for roasting. Factor loadings for these items ranged from .53 
to .85 and this factor accounted for 17.45% of the explained variance in the factor 
analysis with an Eigenvalue of 9.80. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .91 was 
determined for this factor. 
Roasting frequency. These items gauge a student’s involvement in roasting over 
the past week. Items inquire about how many times a student has roasted another 
individual, been roasted by another individual, and been roasted by a group of two or 
more people at once. Factor loadings for these items ranged from .51 to .83 and this 
factor accounted for 13.99% of the explained variance in the factor analysis with an 
Eigenvalue of 2.12. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .87 was determined for this factor. 
Roasting perpetrator. These items describe aggressive roasters. They roast 
people who do not want to be roasted, and continue to roast individuals who both do not 
want to be roasted and who does not respond to being roasted. Factor loadings for these 
items ranged from .63 to .77 and this factor accounted for 12.18% of the explained 
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variance in the factor analysis with an Eigenvalue of 1.56. A Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient of .83 was determined for this factor. 
Status from roasting. These items describe individuals who have gained status as 
a result of roasting. Roasting has made them popular at school and other people are 
scared of them because of their roasting ability. Factor loadings for these items ranged 
from .50 to .80 and this factor accounted for 10.55% of the explained variance in the 
factor analysis with an Eigenvalue of 1.25. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .83 was 
determined for this factor. 
Roasting avoidance. These items describe individuals who want to avoid being 
roasted. They hope they are not roasted when others start doing so in class, and they try 
not to provoke being roasted. Factor loadings for these items ranged from .70 to .78 and 
this factor accounted for 5.68% of the explained variance in the factor analysis with an 
Eigenvalue of 1.11. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .72 was determined for this factor. 
Convergent and divergent validity. Convergent validity was assessed through 
correlation analysis between the emergent subscales and the Illinois Bully and 
Victimization scales, the revised SAS-A, and the Orpinas Modified Depression Scale. 
The following hypotheses were raised: 
Hypothesis 1: The Roasting Proponent, Frequency, Perpetrator, and Status factors 
would be significantly positively associated with the Illinois Bully scale. 
Hypothesis 2: The Roasting Avoidance factor would be significantly positively 
associated with the Illinois Victimization scale, the revised SAS-A, and the 
Orpinas Modified Depression Scale. 
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Pearson correlations for these variables are presented in Table 8. Overall, the 
aforementioned hypotheses were supported.   
 Divergent validity was first assessed through subscale intercorrelations. Subscale 
intercorrelations for the measure were weak to moderate and statistically significant at p 
< .05 (see Table 8). Roasting Avoidance correlated -.24 with Roasting Proponent, -.14 
with Roasting Frequency, -.14 with Roasting Perpetrator, and -.11 with Status from 
Roasting. The significant correlations between Roasting Avoidance with other subscales 
indicate that the more avoidant individuals are towards roasting the less supportive they 
are of the activity and the less they engage in it. 
Divergent validity was also assessed through examining race and gender 
differences on the emergent roasting subscales. A two-way multivariate analyses of 
variance (MANOVA) was conducted for this purpose. Before the test, several variables 
were transformed to remove outliers. Values for American Indian, Asian, 
Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander 1.2 and below were recoded as 2. For Roasting 
Proponent, values 4.3 and above were recoded as 2. For Roasting Frequency, values 5 
and above were recoded as 2.5. For Roasting Perpetrator, values 3.9 and above were 
recoded as 2, and values -.4 and below were recoded as 1. For Status from Roasting, 
values 3.6 and above were recoded as 2. Finally, for Roasting Avoidance, values 4.2 and 
above were recoded as 2.3, and values 0 and below were recoded as 2. MANOVA results 
revealed significant differences for Black students [Wilk’s Λ= .96, F(5, 388) = 3.12, p = 
.01, multivariate ηp^2 = .039], White students [Wilk’s Λ= .96, F(5, 388) = 3.22, p = .01., 
multivariate ηp^2 = .04], and gender [Wilk’s Λ = .93, F(5, 388) = 5.72, p < .001, 
multivariate ηp^2 = .068] on the emergent roasting subscales.  
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Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the emergent roasting 
subscales as a follow-up test to MANOVA. Being Black significantly affected Roasting 
Frequency [F(1,392) = 8.21, p = .01, ηp^2 = .02] and Roasting Avoidance [F(1,392) = 
8.78, p = .004, ηp^2 = .022]. Being White significantly affected Roasting Proponent 
[F(1,392) = 10.41, p = .001, ηp^2 = .026], Frequency [F(1,392) = 5.63, p = .018, ηp^2 = 
.014], Perpetrator [F(1,392) = 5.74, p = .02, ηp^2 = .015], and Status [F(1,392) = 8.79, p 
= .003, ηp^2 = .022]. Finally, gender significantly affected Roasting Proponent [F(1,392) 
= 17.24, p < .001, ηp^2 = .042], Frequency [F(1,392) = 12.75, p < .001, ηp^2  = .031], 
and Avoidance [F(1,392) = 11.64, p = .001, ηp^2 = .029]. The correlations of the 
emergent roasting subscales to verbal bullying, social anxiety, and depression separated 
by these groups are presented in Table 8 through Table 11. 
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Chapter 6 
Discussion 
  The current study reported on the initial construction of a roasting measure.	  The 
possibility of internalizing and externalizing problems having statistically significant 
associations with roasting justifies the development of a roasting measure for adolescents. 
The current study found internal consistency and construct validity for the emergent 
measure in the following results: (a) strong Cronbach alpha coefficients for the emergent 
roasting subscales, indicating that the emergent subscales appropriately describes various 
domains of roasting (b) significant positive associations among emergent subscales in 
support of roasting with the University of Illinois Bully Scale, and significant positive 
associations among emergent subscales unsupportive of roasting with the University of 
Illinois Victimization Scale, the Revised Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents, and 
Orpinas Modified Depression Scale, (c) weak to moderate associations among the 
emergent subscales, indicating that the emergent subscales are measuring different 
domains of roasting, and (c) race and gender differences in regards to the emergent 
subscales. Specifically Black students, White students, and gender significantly affected 
the emergent subscales, indicating that student attitudes towards roasting and roasting’s 
impact on youth depend on race and gender.	  
Significant weak to moderate positive associations between roasting and verbal 
bullying also justify the need for a roasting measure as it demonstrates that although 
roasting and verbal bullying are similar, they are not identical. Students in the focus 
group discussions used to develop the items of the emergent measure distinguished 
roasting from bullying in that the intent is not always to be hurtful. Indeed, eighty percent 
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of the current sample reported never trying to hurt those they roast. Implications for 
verbal bully studies are that roasting might explain some of the variance of verbal 
bullying of school-age youth, decreasing actual rates of verbal bullying. In addition, 
roasting might be an omitted variable that is creating disparate prevalence rates of verbal 
bullying for Black students who might be thinking of their roasting experiences when 
responding to extant bully measures. For instance, Roasting Proponent did not have a 
significant positive association with verbal bully perpetration for Black students in the 
current sample. Therefore, if verbal bully studies also accounted for roasting then 
prevalence rates for verbal bullying might decrease for Black students. Still, findings 
from the current study revealed that roasting is positively associated with negative 
outcomes. Therefore, it is important for students who engage in roasting to understand 
that although this activity is not verbal bullying in every instance, it can still cause harm 
to certain individuals despite the intent behind one’s jokes. 	  
Interestingly, the associations with social anxiety in the current sample were 
higher for Roasting Avoidance than for victims of verbal bullying. Perhaps, given the 
normalcy of roasting in school environments and larger society, students are exposed to it 
more often and at a younger age, which might allow roasting to have an increasingly 
negative impact on youth. Individuals may be conditioned to fear negative evaluation in 
all contexts given the repeated nature of negative evaluation within a roasting context. 
The humiliating aspect of being roasted may also further social anxiety concerns if the 
individual blames him or herself for being roasted. Additionally, individuals who fit into 
the Roasting Avoidance subgroup likely view being roasted as traumatic. Therefore, 
repeatedly being roasted by one’s friends might “teach children that the social 
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environment is a potentially dangerous place and best avoided” (Detweiler, et al., 2010, 
p. 241). Also, when these individuals witness other people being roasted, it may 
indirectly condition them to have social anxiety.	  
Limitations and future studies.	  Emergent roasting factors included Roasting 
Proponent (describes individuals who support roasting), Roasting Frequency (gauges a 
student’s involvement in roasting over the past week), Roasting Perpetrator (describes 
aggressive roasters), Status from Roasting (describes individuals who have become cool 
or gained popularity as a result of roasting), and Roasting Avoidance (describes 
individuals who try to avoid being roasted). The current study examined associations 
among these subscales with internalizing and externalizing problems. However, for 
Roasting Frequency, findings from Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances were 
significant, indicating the results for this subscale should be viewed with caution (Horn, 
2008; Mertler & Vannatta, 2013), as it violated the assumption that the variance of this 
subscale was equal with the other emergent roasting subscales. Perhaps, this is due to the 
smaller sample of Black students in the current sample. Given that roasting is a Black 
oral tradition, Black students likely participate in it more (Foster, 1974; Smitherman, 
1977), leading to disparate rates of frequency. As a result, future studies should look to 
include larger samples of Black students. In addition to the limitation of the Roasting 
Frequency subscale in the current study, only two items loaded for Roasting Avoidance. 
To this end, future studies should create more items that tap into this construct, which 
might also increase the internal consistency of this subscale.	  
Causal inferences could not be made from the associations in the current findings, 
due to the cross-sectional design of the study.	  Therefore, the following questions remain: 
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(a) does roasting cause verbal bully perpetration or does verbal bully perpetration cause 
roasting? and (b) does Roasting Avoidance cause verbal bully victimization, social 
anxiety, and depression or vice versa? For this reason, future studies should examine 
these associations longitudinally. 	  
The emergent roasting measure—that has not been confirmed—was developed 
using urban samples of middle and high school students. Therefore, usefulness of the 
emergent measure may be limited among rural populations. Replication of the process in 
the current study in future studies may be needed for rural populations. Future studies 
also need to validate the emergent measure through confirmatory factor analysis. Despite 
the aforementioned limitations, however, the current study provided valuable insight to a 
popular but empirically overlooked phenomenon in US schools. 
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Chapter 7 
Conclusion 
 Findings in the current study support the internal consistency and construct 
validity of the emergent roasting measure intended for middle and high school-aged 
youth. This measure is useful for bully research, development of prevention and 
intervention programs, teacher education, and school policy. Research directions include 
examining causal relationships among roasting, verbal bullying, social anxiety, and 
depression, examining roasting as a mediating variable between students and verbal bully 
perpetration, and understanding within-group differences in regards to roasting among 
Black students. In regards to prevention and intervention programs, students need to 
recognize that roasting can be associated with negative outcomes depending on the 
person. Therefore, students who enjoy roasting need to respect the wishes of those who 
do not want to be roasted, or else roasting then becomes verbal bullying. Still, many 
students may be afraid to admit that the activity is intimidating and hurtful because of 
peer pressure and the need to not appear weak (Levant, 2005). So a good rule-of-thumb is 
to not roast those who do not respond to being roasted. For teacher education, teachers 
need to be able to distinguish between roasting and bullying, recognizing that although 
the activity is associated with negative outcomes, this depends on the person. So roasting 
is not verbal bullying in every instance. In fact, some students develop verbal skills, 
toughness, and/or other benefits from it. Finally, in terms of school policy, implications 
are for what kinds of behaviors are tolerated in a school setting. 
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Appendix A 
Results Tables 
Table 1   
Hi Coefficients for Roasting Items from Final Mokken Scale Analysis 
 Hi 
Items (item scalability) 
Scale 1  
Roasting is a fun activity .91 
I enjoy roasting other people .91 
Roasting is a game everyone should play .83 
Roasting is a great form of entertainment .81 
I roast others a great deal .78 
I enjoy hanging around people at my school who are known for roasting .75 
I roast people who are not as good as me at roasting .72 
I am better than my friends at roasting .70 
If I roast someone and that person does not roast me back, I continue to roast that 
person 
.68 
If someone does not want to be roasted, I continue to roast that person .66 
I roast people who do not want to be roasted .64 
Roasting has made me cool .62 
I roast others who I know like to roast .60 
Roasting has made me popular at school .59 
Others are scared of me because I know how to roast .57 
I roast others to protect myself against others who roast me. (Refers to roasting 
someone before that person can roast you) 
.55 
How many times did you roast someone else in the past 7 days .53 
In the last 7 days, I roasted another person .53 
I roast others because I get angry and fed up .51 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by another person .50 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by a group of two or more people at once .48 
Scale 2  
I do not want to be roasted 1.0 
When other students start roasting in class, I hope they don’t start roasting me 1.0 
I try not to do or say things that will make others roast me .77 
Note: Items that violated IIO were removed 
aCronbach’s alpha = 0.90. 
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Table 2  
Hi Coefficients for Roasting Items from Initial Mokken Scale Analysis 
 Hi 
Items (item scalability)  
Scale 1  
Roasting is a fun activity .91 
I enjoy roasting other people .91 
I enjoy roasting my friends .88 
Roasting is a great form of entertainment .83 
Roasting is a game everyone should play .81 
I roast others a great deal .78 
When people roast in class, it makes class more fun .76 
I enjoy hanging around people at my school who are known for roasting .75 
When other people are roasting, I laugh a lot at the jokes .73 
I roast people who are not as good as me at roasting .71 
I am better than my friends at roasting .70 
I win most roasting sessions .69 
If I roast someone and that person does not roast me back, I continue to roast that 
person 
.67 
In the last 7 days, I roasted a group of two or more people at once .66 
I roast others who I know like to roast .64 
Roasting has made me cool .63 
If someone does not want to be roasted, I continue to roast that person .61 
I roast people who do not want to be roasted .60 
Roasting has made me popular at school .59 
How many times did you roast someone else in the past 7 days .58 
In the last 7 days, I roasted another person .57 
I roast others to protect myself against others who roast me. (Refers to roasting 
someone before that person can roast you) 
.56 
Others are scared of me because I know how to roast .54 
I roast others because I will get roasted if I do not .53 
I roast others because I get angry and fed up .52 
I roast others to keep other people from roasting me .51 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by another person .50 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by a group of two or more people at once .49 
I roast others to defend myself against others who roast me. (Refers to roasting someone 
after that person roasted you) 
.47 
Scale 2  
I do not know how to roast .82 
I am NOT good at roasting .82 
I am not as good as my friends at roasting .69 
I lose most roasting sessions .67 
I do not want to be roasted .62 
I do not like it when other people roast me about my appearance (or how I look) .59 
When other students start roasting in class, I hope they don’t start roasting me .56 
When I am roasted it makes me sad .54 
When other people laugh at me when I get roasted it makes me sad .52 
I try not to do or say things that will make others roast me .51 
School would be better if no one roasted others .51 
Teachers/administrators should stop students from roasting .49 
I have cried from being roasted .48 
People roast me even though I do NOT want them to .47 
Note. The current sample referred to roasting as “flaming.” Therefore, roasting was also 
referred to as flaming in the survey to facilitate data collection. 
aThese items also did not violate monotonicity when minimum violation (minvi) was set 
to .32 due to sample size being less than 250. 
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Table 3      
Report of Monotonicity from Final Mokken Scale Analysis 
Scale 1     






Roasting is a fun activity 1 0 0 0 
I enjoy roasting other people 1 0 0 0 
Roasting is a game everyone should play 1 0 0 0 
Roasting is a great form of entertainment 2 0 0 0 
I roast others a great deal 1 0 0 0 
I enjoy hanging around people at my school 
who are known for roasting 
2 0 0 0 
I roast people who are not as good as me at 
roasting 
2 0 0 0 
I am better than my friends at roasting 3 0 0 0 
If I roast someone and that person does not 
roast me back, I continue to roast that person 
1 0 0 0 
If someone does not want to be roasted, I 
continue to roast that person 
1 0 0 0 
I roast people who do not want to be roasted 1 0 0 0 
Roasting has made me cool 2 0 0 0 
I roast others who I know like to roast 2 0 0 0 
Roasting has made me popular at school 2 0 0 0 
Others are scared of me because I know how 
to roast 
3 0 0 0 
I roast others to protect myself against others 
who roast me. (Refers to roasting someone 
before that person can roast you) 
2 0 0 0 
How many times did you roast someone else in 
the past 7 days 
4 0 0 0 
In the last 7 days, I roasted another person 3 0 0 0 
I roast others because I get angry and fed up 1 0 0 0 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by 
another person 
2 0 0 0 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by a 
group of two or more people at once 
2 0 0 0 
Scale 2     






I do not want to be roasted 9 0 0 0 
When other students start roasting in class, I 
hope they don’t start roasting me 
9 0 0 0 
I try not to do or say things that will make 
others roast me 
3 0 0 0 
 
  
	   42 
Table 4      
Summary Per Item Report of IIO from Final Mokken Scale Analysis 
Scale 1     
Items Mean #ac #vi #tsig 
  (#active comparisons) (#violations) (#significant 
violations) 
Roasting is a fun activity 2.07 23 0 0 
I enjoy roasting other people 2.01 23 0 0 
Roasting is a game everyone should play 1.71 24 0 0 
Roasting is a great form of entertainment 2.04 23 0 0 
I roast others a great deal 1.74 26 0 0 
I enjoy hanging around people at my 
school who are known for roasting 
1.88 24 0 0 
I roast people who are not as good as me at 
roasting 
1.77 25 0 0 
I am better than my friends at roasting 1.96 24 0 0 
If I roast someone and that person does not 
roast me back, I continue to roast that 
person 
1.52 26 0 0 
If someone does not want to be roasted, I 
continue to roast that person 
1.44 23 0 0 
I roast people who do not want to be 
roasted 
1.53 24 0 0 
Roasting has made me cool 1.63 27 0 0 
I roast others who I know like to roast 2.17 25 0 0 
Roasting has made me popular at school 1.61 25 0 0 
Others are scared of me because I know 
how to roast 
1.60 25 0 0 
I roast others to protect myself against 
others who roast me. (Refers to roasting 
someone before that person can roast you) 
1.99 25 0 0 
How many times did you roast someone else in 
the past 7 days 
2.17 23 0 0 
In the last 7 days, I roasted another person 2.04 23 0 0 
I roast others because I get angry and fed 
up 
1.25 23 0 0 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by 
another person 
1.98 23 0 0 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by a 
group of two or more people at once 
1.38 23 0 0 
Scale 2     
Items  #ac #vi #tsig 
  (#active comparisons) (#violations) (#significant 
violations) 
I do not want to be roasted 2.65 23 0 0 
When other students start roasting in class, 
I hope they don’t start roasting me 
2.65 23 0 0 
I try not to do or say things that will make 
others roast me 
2.60 26 0 0 
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Table 5   
Backward Stepwise Removal of Items Violating IIO from Final Mokken Scale Analysis 
Items Step 
1 
Roasting is a fun activity 0 
I enjoy roasting other people 0 
Roasting is a game everyone should play 0 
Roasting is a great form of entertainment 0 
I roast others a great deal 0 
I enjoy hanging around people at my school who are known for roasting 0 
I roast people who are not as good as me at roasting 0 
I am better than my friends at roasting 0 
If I roast someone and that person does not roast me back, I continue to roast that person 0 
If someone does not want to be roasted, I continue to roast that person 0 
I roast people who do not want to be roasted 0 
Roasting has made me cool 0 
I roast others who I know like to roast 0 
Roasting has made me popular at school 0 
Others are scared of me because I know how to roast 0 
I roast others to protect myself against others who roast me. (Refers to roasting someone before 
that person can roast you) 
0 
How many times did you roast someone else in the past 7 days 0 
In the last 7 days, I roasted another person 0 
I roast others because I get angry and fed up 0 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by another person 0 
In the last 7 days, I have been roasted by a group of two or more people at once 0 
I do not want to be roasted 0 
When other students start roasting in class, I hope they don’t start roasting me 0 
I try not to do or say things that will make others roast me 0 
HT = 0.34. 
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Table 6      
Items, Factor Loadings, Eigenvalues, Percentage of Explained Variance, and Cronbach’s Alpha for 24 Roasting Items from Mokken 
Scale Analysis 
Variable Factor loadings 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Scale 1: Roasting Proponent      
1. Roasting is a fun activity .85     
2. I enjoy roasting other people .76     
3. Roasting is a great form of 
entertainment .72     
4. I enjoy hanging around 
people at my school who are 
known for roasting .56     
5. Roasting is a game everyone 
should play .53     
Scale 2: Roasting Frequency      
6. How many times did you roast 
someone else in the past 7 days?  .83    
7. In the last 7 days, I roasted 
another person  .83    
8. In the last 7 days, I have 
been roasted by another 
person  .70    
9. In the last 7 days, I have 
been roasted by a group of 
two or more people at once  .51    
Scale 3: Roasting Perpetrator      
10. If someone does not want to 
be roasted, I continue to 
roast that person   .77   
11. I roast people who do not 
want to be roasted   .71   
12. If I roast someone and that 
person does not roast me 
back, I continue to roast that 
person   .63   
Scale 4: Status from Roasting      
13. Roasting has made me cool    .80  
14. Roasting has made me 
popular at school    .73  
15. Others are scared of me 
because I know how to roast    .58  
Scale 5: Roasting Avoidance      
16. When other students start 
roasting in class, I hope they 
don’t start roasting me     .78 
17. I try not to do or say things 
that will make others roast 













Percentage of explained variance 17.45 13.99 12.18 10.55 5.68 
Cronbach’s alpha for subscale .91 .87 .83 .83 .72 
Note. Maximum likelihood extraction and Varimax rotation. Factor loadings of .40 or 
greater were retained with the exception of cross-loadings. Items with cross-loadings of 
.40 or higher on multiple factors were removed from the analysis completely. 
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Table 7 
Means, Standard Deviations, Internal Consistency Estimates, Skewness, and Kurtosis for 











M 1.93 1.92 1.50 1.61 2.60 
SD .73 .95 .54 .58 .75 
α .91 .87 .83 .83 .72 
Skewness .51 1.14 .72 .77 .26 
Kurtosis 1.07 1.08 .31 1.22 .76 
 
  
	   46 
Table 8      
Correlations for Entire Sample (N = 396) of EFA subscales, Illinois Bully and 
Victimization scales, the revised SAS-A, and the Orpinas Modified Depression Scale  




     
1. Roasting 
Proponent 
1     
2. Roasting 
Frequency 
.59** 1    
3. Roasting 
Perpetrator 
.58** .32** 1   
4. Status from 
Roasting 
.50** .27** .56** 1  
5. Roasting 
Avoidance 








-.04 .17** -.03 -.04 .19** 
Revised SAS-A      
FNER -.17** -.09 -.05 -.03 .36** 
NSSF -.15** -.22** -.10 -.05 .21** 
GSSF -.07 -.14* .02 .06 .25** 
Depression 
(OMDS) 
-.02 .01 .03 .02 .22** 
Note. UIBS = University of Illinois Bully Scale; UIVS = University of Illinois 
Victimization Scale; Revised SAS-A = Revised Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents; 
FNER = Fear of negative evaluation; NSSF = Novel social situation fears; GSSF = Social 
situation fears; OMDS = Orpinas Modified Depression Scale 
** p < .01, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed. 
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Table 9           
Correlations for Black Students of EFA subscales, Illinois Bully and Victimization scales, the revised SAS-
A, and the Orpinas Modified Depression Scale 
 Black Females (n = 68) Black Males (n = 53) 




          
1. Roasting 
Proponent 
1     1     
2. Roasting 
Frequency 
.64** 1    .59** 1    
3. Roasting 
Perpetrator 
.54** .46** 1   .48** .24 1   
4. Status from 
Roasting 
.52** .27** .36** 1  .47** .18 .57** 1  
5. Roasting 
Avoidance 








-.22 .01 -.05 -.10 .25* -.13 .12 -.07 -.02 .28 
Revised SAS-A           
FNER -.21 -.20 -.13 -.05 .37** -.09 -.12 .05 .06 .28 
NSSF -.09 -.20 -.21 -.01 .23 -.11 -.32* -.16 -.04 .19 
GSSF .02 -.10 -.09 .05 .27* -.10 -.25 .01 .17 .20 
Depression 
(OMDS) 
.11 .21 -.06 .08 .08 .08 -.16 .14 -.09 -.03 
Note. UIBS = University of Illinois Bully Scale; UIVS = University of Illinois 
Victimization Scale; Revised SAS-A = Revised Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents; 
FNER = Fear of negative evaluation; NSSF = Novel social situation fears; GSSF = Social 
situation fears; OMDS = Orpinas Modified Depression Scale;  
aBlack female n for depression = 59; Black male n for depression = 43 
** p < .01, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed.  
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Table 10           
Correlations for White Students of EFA subscales, Illinois Bully and Victimization scales, the revised SAS-
A, and the Orpinas Modified Depression Scale 
 White Females (n = 97) White Males (n = 105) 




          
1. Roasting 
Proponent 
1     1     
2. Roasting 
Frequency 
.64** 1    .48** 1    
3. Roasting 
Perpetrator 
.70** .35** 1   .54** .20 1   
4. Status from 
Roasting 
.56** .14 .64** 1  .47** .26** .53** 1  
5. Roasting 
Avoidance 








-.05 .12 -.15 -.34** .26* -.05 .22* .02 .05 .23 
Revised SAS-A           
FNER -.14 -.02 -.12 -.30* .47** -.19 .09 .04 .12 .33** 
NSSF -.14 -.23* -.05 -.12 .09 -.17 -.24* -.13 -.02 .10 
GSSF -.02 -.13 -.03 -.08 .09 -.13 -.13 -.04 .10 .28** 
Depression 
(OMDS) 
-.02 .03 -.08 -.17 .17 .01 .02 .11 .10 .16 
Note. UIBS = University of Illinois Bully Scale; UIVS = University of Illinois 
Victimization Scale; Revised SAS-A = Revised Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents; 
FNER = Fear of negative evaluation; NSSF = Novel social situation fears; GSSF = Social 
situation fears; OMDS = Orpinas Modified Depression Scale 
aWhite female n for depression = 89; White male n for depression = 97 
** p < .01, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed.  
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Table 11           
Correlations For Gender of EFA subscales, Illinois Bully and Victimization scales, the revised SAS-A, and the Orpinas 
Modified Depression Scale 
 Females (n = 204) Males (n = 192) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Emergent 
roasting subscale 
          
1. Roasting 
Proponent 
1     1     
2. Roasting 
Frequency 
.63** 1    .55** 1    
3. Roasting 
Perpetrator 
.64** .37** 1   .53** .28** 1   
4. Status from 
Roasting 
.50** .17* .54** 1  .50** .34** .57** 1  
5. Roasting 
Avoidance 








-.08 .14 -.08 -.10 .17* -.00 .22** .03 .02 .22** 
Revised SAS-A           
FNER -.19** -.15* -.09 -.11 .40** -.09 .03 .02 .09 .27** 
NSSF -.14 -.22** -.11 -.05 .25** -.11 -.19* -.07 -.03 .12 
GSSF -.00 -.11 .03 .07 .25** -.08 -.13 .02 .08 .23** 
Depression 
(OMDS) 
.08 .11 .01 .04 .19* .00 .02 .08 .03 .18* 
Note. UIBS = University of Illinois Bully Scale; UIVS = University of Illinois 
Victimization Scale; Revised SAS-A = Revised Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents; 
FNER = Fear of negative evaluation; NSSF = Novel social situation fears; GSSF = Social 
situation fears; OMDS = Orpinas Modified Depression Scale 
aFemale n for depression = 186; Male n for depression = 170 
** p < .01, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed. 
